And with regard to the
throughout the generations,
From where do we derive that failure to
serve with multiple garments and anointment for seven days does
not invalidate
As it was taught
in a
what purpose does the verse state: “And the priest
serve in
his father’s stead shall make the atonement”
it comes to teach that all service must be performed by the High
that it must be performed by Aaron, the High Priest.
son that is priest in his stead
don them”
I derive only that one who donned the
multiple garments of the High Priest for seven days and was anointed seven days assumes the position of High Priest and may perform
who donned the multiple garments for seven days and was anointed
for one day, or one who donned the multiple garments for one day
and was anointed for seven days is thereby inaugurated as High
Priest, from where
the verse
states: “
”; in
he is appointed High Priest, even if either anointment or
donning the garments did not continue for seven days.
We found a source for the fact that when the
High Priest is appointed, there is a requirement of donning multiple
garments for seven days ab initio; however, from where do we
derive the requirement of anointment for seven days ab initio?
According to Ravina, there is a requirement to anoint the priest on
each of the seven days
, even though failure to do so does

If you wish, say:
from the fact that the verse:
priest who shall be anointed and who shall be consecrated to serve
e requirements derived from other sources, i.e., that both don
ning multiple garments and anointment must be for seven days.
Apparently, anointment for seven days is required
. And if
you wish, say instead that it is derived from that which the verse
garments of Aaron shall be for his sons
to be anointed in them
them”
in this verse to donning
multiple
Just as donning multiple garments is required
for seven days
, so too, anointment is required for seven
days
.

§
the Gemara proceeds to analyze the rationales for those opinions.
What is the reason for the opinion of the one who said: Failure to
perform all the details
regard invalidates the
that the verse states:
“And so shall you do to Aaron and to his sons according to all that
So, teaches that failure to perform the
ritual precisely in this manner invalidates
well as a source that all

From the fact that the verse is necessary to exclude –
: Perforce, since anointing lasts longer than one day
ab initio, the number of days established is the number of days
stated explicitly in the text, i.e., seven days. In this case, the prinplies. In order to derive a greater amount from the Torah one
must cite absolute proof that this is the intention of the Torah.
Otherwise, one can derive only the lesser amount. In addition,

the conclusion that anointing is seven days may rely partially
on the second solution cited in the Gemara (see Tosefot HaRosh).
To be anointed in them –
: In fact, in this context the
meaning of the term is greatness, not anointment. Apparently,
the Gemara relies on additional sources that link anointment
to the obligation of donning the multiple garments of the high
priesthood (Rav Shmuel Strashun).

Consecrating the High Priest –
: After a
High Priest is appointed, he is anointed with anointing
oil and dressed in the eight priestly vestments. In the
to consecrate him (Rambam
Donning multiple garments for seven days –
: A High Priest is consecrated by donning and then
removing the eight garments on each of the seven days.
When there is anointing oil in the Temple, he is also
anointed on each of the seven days (Rambam Sefer

Matters that are not written in that context –
: Rashi explains that the matter of placing
the
in the breastplate is not mentioned
explicitly. Rabbeinu Barukh and Rabbeinu Tam, however,
explain that it is clear that the sequestering for seven days
is not mentioned in the two portions (
; Tosefot
HaRosh).
At the time of the incident –
: After Nadav
and Avihu died, Aaron and his remaining sons were in
acute mourning. Moses instructed them to eat from the

And it is not from my own initiative that I am saying
it –
: In this very passage, Moses instructs

in the context of
of inauguration
in the book of Exodus invalidate the inauguration. However, with
regard to
, but are writ
ten in the portion of the inauguration in Leviticus, from where do
we derive
One derives a verbal analogy be
tween the word opening that appears in the two portions of the
opening

opening of the Tent of

in both portions invalidates the inauguration.
Rav Mesharshiyya said:

goats. Aaron counters by claiming that it is inconceivable
goat of the New Moon while in a state of acute mourning,
and Moses concedes that Aaron is correct. That is why
Moses has to emphasize that he is not instructing them to
tive or based on a derivation from the verses. Although the
exchange between Aaron and Moses appears later in that
portion, there is no absolute chronological order, in the
Torah (Tosafot Yeshanim, Tosefot HaRosh)
Tenth of an ephah –

: This usually refers to

in the afternoon.

Tenth of an ephah –
: A priest begins his
service in the Temple, and the High Priest begins each
one-tenth of an ephah from his own funds (see tractate
; Rambam
and Kesef Mishne there).

“And keep
Lord comes to teach that failure to perform all the details men
tioned in the implementation of the command invalidates the
inauguration.
Rav Ashi says:
is the source
invalidate the inauguration.
Apropos that phrase, the Gemara cites a related halakhic midrash.
Sages taught:
“For so I am
and

“For so I
derived that even in a state of
the death of a relative, one must eat

initiative that I am saying it.

it is
t

,”
and it is not from my own

the Gemara cites that which
: Trousers
are one of the priestly vestments worn during the inauguration, but
they
Torah portion. When the verse says:
for My
appears at the beginning of the verse, comes to add to that which was
and the tenth of an
ephah
Granted, trousers can be derived, as the verse is
in the context of the
priestly garments detailed
adjacent to the portion of the inauguration. However, with regard
to the tenth of an ephah, from where do we derive that there is an
derived by means of a verbal analogy between the word this that
appears in one verse and the word this
they
in the day when he is anointed, a tenth of an
ephah”
of an ephah during the inauguration.

From where is it derived that even failure to read the Torah
portion of the inauguration invalidates
verse states: “And Moses said
davar] that God
to be done” (Leviticus
even failure to perform the
dibbur]
of the Torah portion to the people invalidates the inauguration.

Even failure to read the Torah portion of the inauguration
invalidates the inauguration –
: Some
commentaries suggest that the Gemara has returned to the
matter of Yom Kippur and states that the High Priest would read
the relevant passages from the Torah on that day. According to
that reading of the text, like the other details, the
on
Yom Kippur is derived from the inauguration (Rabbi Elyakim).

§

What was, was –
: The commentaries explain that
this question is raised in the Gemara when there is a good answer
(Tosefot Ri HaLavan).

How,
i.e., in what order, did Moses dress Aaron and his sons in the
In what order did he
dress them?
what was, was.
Rather,
How will Moses
dress the priests in the future, following the resurrection of the

How will Moses dress the priests in the future? –
: Apparently, this indicates that following the resurpriests to serve then as well as the Temple and its vessels (Rav
Shmuel Strashun).
To explain the verses –

In the future, too, when Aaron and
his
will be with them, he will know
the proper sequence, and there is no point to raising the question.
Rather,
mara seeks

How did Moses dress them?
the verses on this topic, as they appear

this
One said: Moses dressed Aaron
Moses dressed his sons; and one said: Moses dressed Aaron and
his sons simultaneously, i.e., consecutively from one to the next,
without interruption, to avoid changing the order prescribed in
the verses.
Abaye said: With regard to the
that Moses dressed
the portion of
concerning the inauguration and
in the portion of the implementation, mention of Aaron premention of his sons. When they disagree, it is with regard
to the belt.
one who said: Moses
dressed
derives it from that
the belt”
And he girded them with belts”
And the
one who said: Moses dressed Aaron and his sons, simultaneously derives it from that
subsequently
gird them
And according to the one who says: Moses dressed
Aaron and his sons simultaneously, isn’t it
him with the belt, and then
belts,

said to you:
verse
comes to teach that the belt of the High Priest is not the belt of
hand, the Torah does not state the materials used in the belt of
the common priest, which was in fact linen like the rest of the
garments of the common priest. And still one can say that Aaron
and his sons were dressed simultaneously.

: It has been suggested that

to whether the belt of the common priest was fashioned from
practical dimension to this question (

).

And he girded them with belts –
: The image
below depicts priests waiting to receive the garments worn
during their service in the Temple. On the right a priest girds the
belt on another priest.

Priests in the dressing chamber in the Temple

It is necessary only to state that Moses girded Aaron
: Some commentaries suggest
that the verse is phrased in the plural to teach that had
Moses dressed the sons before Aaron unwittingly or
intentionally, that would not have invalidated the ritual
(
).
Why do the Sages remove him –
: The Gemara is posing this question according to the opinions

at night and accomplish the same objective. According
to Reish Lakish’s approach that the sequestering was to
(see Jerusalem Talmud;

).

Why did he withdraw from his house, i.e., his wife –
:
doesn’t his wife join him in the
chamber?
doesn’t the High Priest return home to his wife each
evening (Tosafot Yeshanim
Tosefot HaRosh, citing the Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan, who
cited his father-in-law, Rashi). Yet others explain that the
suggestion is that his wife should accompany him for
companionship but not for intimacy. Even if he forgets
and has relations with her, he can still purify himself the
next day (
).
She will be found to be in a situation of uncertainty
as to whether or not she has the halakhic status of a
menstruating woman –
: The Maharsha
woman enter into a state of uncertainty, and not lest she
become a menstruating woman with regard to whom
there is no uncertainty? Tosafot in tractate
and
Tosafot Yeshanim address this point and claim that in
order for the woman to have the status of a menstruating woman with regard to whom there is no uncertainty,
menstruation must begin at the precise moment of the
relations, which is unlikely. In contrast, the possibility
that the wife would become a menstruating woman
sometime after engaging in relations is more realistic.

Why do the Sages remove the High Priest from his
house –
: The High Priest is
removed from his house and separated from his wife
seven days before Yom Kippur, lest she be found to be
a menstruating woman and render him impure during
that week (Rambam
Retroactive impurity from menstruation –
:
render one who had relations with her impure for seven
days. His legal status is that of one who came into contact with a menstruating woman and he is impure for
one day, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis
in their dispute with Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer Tahara,
Kesef Mishne).

And according to the one who said that Moses
dressed Aaron
and then his sons, is it
will gird them with belts,” indicating that they were girded simul
said to you:
verse
that the belt of the High Priest is identical to
tween the girding of the belts, as Moses dressed Aaron before he
belts, indicating that they were made of the same material.
why do I
“And he girded him with a belt,”
“And he girded
them”?
Learn from it that Moses dressed
Aaron
and then dressed his sons.
you
a situation where Moses could have girded Aaron and his
sons simultaneously?
to state that Moses girded Aaron t and then proceeded to gird
dress Aaron in any other garments before girding his sons.

§
remove the High Priest
from his house to the Chamber of Parhedrin
Why
do the Sages remove him?
Why do the Sages remove him?
as we stated above: Whether
it is according
of the High Priest is derived from the sequestering prior to the in
auguration; or whether it is according to Reish Lakish, as per his

what the Gemara is saying. Why did
he withdraw from his house,
It was taught in a
Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira
says:
lest his wife be found to be in a situ
ation of
as to whether or not she has the halakhic status
of a menstruating woman, and he will have relations with her and
become impure.
Is that to say that we are dealing
people? Will the High Priest, aware of the uncertain
Rather, rephrase the
lest he have relations with his
wife and then she be found to be in a situation of
as to
whether or not she has the halakhic status of a menstruating
woman.
couple engaged in relations, and there is uncertainty as to whether
or not the High Priest had relations with his wife while she had the
halakhic status of a menstruating woman, the status of the High
Priest is one of uncertain impurity.
the following assumption before
struating woman

the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who said: A men-

status when she engaged in relations, renders the man who had
with relations with her retroactively impure. As, if it were in ac
cordance with the opinion of the Rabbis,
Didn’t they
say that a woman with regard to whom there is uncertainty as to
whether or not she has the halakhic status of a menstruating woman does not render the man who had with relations with her
retroactively impure.

to
Even if you say that the mishna is
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Akiva with regard to retroactive impurity only
in a case where blood was discovered on the sheets
ward,
bathe and only then discover the blood. Due to the time that
elapsed, the Rabbis hold that there is no way to prove a connec
tion between when the woman menstruated and when they en
gaged in relations. However, if the blood was found merely
ward, the Rabbis
Rabbi Akiva that she renders the
man retroactively impure.
Rabbi Zeira said: Learn from it that one who is impure because
he had relations with a menstruating woman is unlike a menstruating woman in terms of the time of immersion. Unlike the
immerse on the
seventh day
Priest has relations with his wife just before he is sequestered and
there is uncertainty as to whether she has the halakhic status of a
menstruating woman, the seventh day of his impurity occurs on

As, if you say that one who is impure because he had relations
with a menstruating woman is like a menstruating woman in
terms of the time of immersion, when does he immerse? He may
immerse only at night
he perform
Isn’t he required to wait for sunset following his im
status is that of one who immersed that day, who may not serve
in the Temple until the nightfall following his immersion. Rather,
must one
that one who is impure because
he had relations with a menstruating woman is unlike a menstruating woman
may serve in the Temple.
if you say that one who is
impure because he had relations with a menstruating woman
is like a menstruating woman with regard to the time of immer
sion, the High Priest is not removed from his house at night.
Rather, we sequester him one hour just before sunset on the
Kippur. Although he is removed from his house more than seven
have the period considered eight days.
raises
to the opinion that one who is
impure because he had relations with a menstruating woman
all those obligated in immersions, their immersion is during the day.
a
menstruating
immersion is at night.
to a menstruating woman, yes, she immerses at night; with
regard to one who is impure because he had relations with a
menstruating woman, no, he does not immerse at night.
menstruating
woman in that
includes the woman and everyone whose
in the impurity is derived
standing is that a man who has relations with a menstruating
woman assumes her impurity, and therefore his immersion would
be identical to hers.

The halakhic status of one who is impure due to a seminal
emission is like that of one who came into contact with a
creeping animal –
: The Gemara in tractate
explains that the two cases have an additional feature
in common. One who comes into contact with a creeping animal
becomes impure whether the contact was unwitting, intentional,
or due to circumstances beyond his control. The same is true for a
man who experiences a seminal emission, whether unwittingly or
due to circumstances beyond his control (Rosh; Ritva).

raises another
one who is ritually impure due to a seminal emission is like
that of one who came into
,
whereas the legal status of one who is ritually impure because
he had relations with a menstruating woman is like that of
one who became impure with ritual impurity imparted by a
What, does the
not mean that
one who had relations with a menstruating woman is like one
impure with impurity imparted by a corpse in terms of immersion,
jects that conclusion.
the
is merely comparing the
duration of their impurity. One who experiences a seminal
emission is impure for one day, like one who came into contact
with a creeping animal; one who has relations with a menstruat
ing woman is impure for seven days, like one impure with im
purity imparted by a corpse.
come to teach the duration of their impurity?
the durations of their impurity.
one impure
with impurity imparted by a corpse, has impurity of seven days
regard; and similarly, that, one who is impure
because he had relations with a menstruating woman, has impurity of seven days
the

Actually, the baraita is referring to the duration of their impurity –
: The Gemara in tractate
suggests
their banishment from the camp and the places that they may
not enter (Rosh; Tosafot).

Rather, must it not be that the
is equating them with
regard to their immersion, in that both one who has relations
with a menstruating woman and one impure with impurity
the
is
referring to the duration of their impurity. Although there is
nothing novel in that equation, it
the
to teach
of the
However, in one sense,
the case of one who is impure because he had relations with a
menstruating woman is more severe than one impure with
impurity imparted by a corpse. One who is impure because he
had relations with a menstruating woman transmits impurity
through lying on a bed or
even if he never
came into direct contact with the chair or the bed. He renders
the bed or chair impure with a mild form of impurity. He
only to render foods and liquids impure. One impure with
impurity imparted by a corpse transmits impurity by means of
direct contact.
Come and hear an additional proof that
For the zav and the zava and the leper and the female leper,
and one who had relations with a menstruating woman, and
one who is ritually impure with impurity imparted by
their immersion is during the day. For a menstruating woman and a woman
is indeed
refutation
said that one who is impure because he had relations with a
menstruating woman immerses at night.

With regard to the sequestering of the High Priest, the Gemara
And before you remove him from the potential of impurity of his house, remove him from the potential of the more
severe impurity imparted by
.
instituted an ordinance prohibiting visitors to the High Priest lest
one die while in his chamber and render him impure.
, said in the name of Rava:
that impurity imparted by a
in cases involving
.
volved, impurity imparted by a corpse does not prevent the Tem
ple service from being conducted. Since the service of the High
impurity imparted by a corpse does not invalidate the service.
Ravina said: Even if you say that impurity imparted by
is merely overridden
the idea that the High Priest is not removed from the potential of
impurity imparted by a corpse can be understood. Impurity im
parted by
impuas uncertainty with regard to his

imparted by a corpse on the conduct of the Temple service. It was
stated with regard to impurity imparted by a
that Rav
cases involving
e.g.,
when a majority of the Jewish people is impure, the service of a
ritually pure priest is not preferable to that of an impure priest.
all. And Rav Sheshet said:
merely overridden in cases involving
, and service
performed by a ritually pure priest is preferable.
where
there are both ritually impure and pure priests in that patrilineal
family tasked with serving in the Temple on that day, everyone,
agrees that the pure priests serve and the
impure priests do not serve. When they disagree, it is with re
necessary to seek out and bring pure priests from
patrilineal family belonging to the same priestly watch, who are

ple service in a state of impurity imparted by a corpse is
need to seek out
Temple service by priests impure with impurity imparted by a
is performed in purity. Rav Sheshet said:
impurity imparted by a corpse is overridden in cases involv
and wherever possible we seek out ritually pure
priests.
Some say
Even in a case
where there are both ritually pure and ritually impure priests
in
with Rav
Sheshet and said that the priests serve even when they are impure,

Impurity imparted by a corpse is merely overridden in cases
involving the public –
: Even though

brings them from other patrilineal families. The Rambam rules
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Sheshet, following the
principle that the
is ruled in accordance with his opinnot mean that the impurity is permitted, but rather that it is ion in ritual matters. Apparently, other amora’im maintain that
overridden in exigent circumstances. Therefore, if there are im- impurity imparted by a corpse is overridden in cases involvpure and pure priests in the same patrilineal family, one seeks ing the public, as does the tanna, Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer
out the pure priests even if they are in the minority, and even
Kesef Mishne there).

Before you remove him –
: Many early and
later commentaries wondered about this question. The Gemara should not have asked why he is separated from his wife,
but rather why he should not also be separated from impurity
imparted by a corpse. Some explain that the Gemara is in fact
with regard to impurity from his wife, when it could have
been explained that the separation is due to concern with
regard to impurity imparted by a corpse (Tosefot Ri HaLavan)?
is sequestered due to concern that someone might die in his
presence, all the more so would it be necessary to separate
him from his wife (Rav Shmuel Strashun).
Remove him from the potential of more severe impurity
imparted by a corpse –
: Rashi explains
that the concern is that a visitor might die in the High Priest’s
chamber. Many commentaries question this explanation because that scenario is extremely unlikely, and because it is clear
that the tanna is not concerned about potential death since he
holds that a replacement wife need not be appointed lest the
single visitor might suddenly die, the High Priest will be receiving many guests in the course of the week, and that increases
the likelihood that one will die (
). Others explain that
the concern is that a priest impure with impurity imparted by
a corpse will render the High Priest impure through contact
(Rav Yonatan of Lunel; Tosafot Yeshanim). Finally, the possibility
that the High Priest might be exposed to impurity imparted
by a corpse is less likely in the Temple than it is in his house
(Tosefot Ri HaLavan).
Impurity imparted by a corpse is permitted in cases involving the public –
: In this case, a
High Priest who became impure would proceed to perform
the Yom Kippur service even though his replacement remains
pure (
).
Permitted and overridden –
:
between these two approaches extends beyond the immediate discussion of purity and impurity. The essence of the
particular case, does it mean that the status of the prohibition
is as though it does not exist? Or is the prohibition merely not
observed due to an unusual circumstance, in which case one
must avoid violating the prohibition to whatever degree possible? Two cases where this question applies pertain to Shabquestion is whether all prohibitions are permitted, or whether
one must ensure to whatever degree possible that he performs
the life (see
The impure priests do not serve –
: This would
be so even if the impure priests were more prominent and
worthy. They are not among those who enter the lottery to
perform service that day (Ritva).

: This attribution of a father to his son is
employed when the father is less prominent than his son and

mentioning his well-known son.

as in all situations of impurity imparted by

: The omer

Omer

the sixteenth of Nisan, the second day of the Passover festival.
of Nisan was a Shabbat or a weekday. The omer was harvested

burned on the altar; the rest was eaten by the priests. In addition to the omer
together with a wine libation and two-tenths of an ephah of
omer
was permitted to eat grain from the new harvest. It is a mitzva
by Torah law to count the days from the sixteenth of Nisan until
the festival of
.

Rav
Sheshet said: From where do I derive to say that impurity is
as it was taught in
a
omer mealg
the priest, who was
aware of what transpired, says that it is impure and the priests
bring another
in its stead. And if
in his hand is the only
there, the other
priests say to him: Be shrewd and keep silent; do not tell anyone
that it is impure.
that it is impure and the
priests bring another
in its
Apparently,
when it is possible to perform the service in a state of purity, even
in cases involving the public, it is preferable to do so, and the
re
jected the proof and
that in a case where there
are remnants
for eating it must be

Priests preparing the omer

He says that it is impure and the priests bring another meal:
brought? After all, even according to the approach that impurity
is overridden in cases involving the public, a replacement should
Sha’ar
). Some commentaries explain that based on the opin).
Rashi in tractate
explains that a replacement is brought
to underscore to the public the severity of ritual impurity, so that
they may learn that in a case involving an individual, impurity
is not overridden.
:
pertains to the service on the altar and in the Temple; however,
it remains prohibited for priests to eat sacred food while impure.
Therefore, the
is not that the impurity is completely nul-

:
panying the bulls rather than addressing the bulls themselves? It

).
What, is it not referring to the bulls, rams, and sheep of the
festival of Sukkot –
: Of course,
; however,
Tosefot Ri HaLavan).

impure to perform the Temple service.

in cases in
those who are

from the

bulls, rams, or sheep, and the
impure in his hand, the priest says that it
is impure and the priests bring another mealin its stead.
And if
the only
available there, the other priests say to him: Be shrewd and keep
silent; do not tell anyone that it is impure.
What, is it not referring to the bulls, rams, and sheep of the
festival of
,
priests seek to perform the service in a state of purity and the

Rav
could have
the
reference is to the bull
engages in idolatry

the bulls mentioned in
Although

we seek out
Similarly, the rams mentioned in the

for its

are not additional
ram of
Aaron
Although it has a
by an
individual, the High Priest, we seek out

the omer
ase, there are remnants designated for eating.

raises an additional

to the opinion of Rav
a priest

sprinkled it on the altar, if he did so
intentionally,
Apparently, even in cases involving the public,
performing service in the Temple in a state of impurity is not
When that
was
taught,
individual, where
Come and hear
based on that which was taught in a
. For what does the
frontplate worn by the High Priest
?
acceptance for the blood, for the
of an of
fering
impure in the Temple, whether it became
impure
whether it became impure intentionally,
whether it was due to circumstances
whether it was done willfully, whether it was in the framework
of an individual
or whether it was in the framework of
And if it enters your mind that impurity
cases involving
need the
frontplate to
could have said to you:
When the
that
it is not referring to the entire list of items cited in the
; it
is referring to an individual
if you wish, say

Even if you say

is only for those

raises an
gain forgiveness for

“And Aaron will
that

shall be always upon his forehead that they may be accepted favor
And for
the frontplate gain forgiveness? If it is for the sin of piggul, an
it has already been stated:
all on the third day, it is
;
And if it is for the sin of notar,

(Leviti
.

it has already been stated:

eaten on the third day, it shall not be accepted, neither shall it be

For what does the frontplate worn by the High Priest effect acceptance –
:
the fact (Rambam

Piggul –

:

liable to receive

- carrying the blood, and sprinkling the blood. If, during one
of these four rites, the priest declares his intention to sacri.

Which was exempted from its general prohibition in cases
involving the public –
:
From its general prohibition, means that there are exceptions
with regard to a particular halakhic principle. For example, the
is overridden in cases involving the public. The principle is that
a prohibition without exceptions is more severe than one with
exceptions.
: Some versions of the Gemara omit this phrase. In fact,
one commentary explains that this baraita
is permitted in matters involving the public, which obviates
the need for the frontplate (Rabbi Elyakim;
).
It shall be always upon his forehead that they may be accepted –
: The punctuation of the verse links the
trary to the interpretation of the Gemara. This reading supinterpreted according to its plain meaning, and the frontplate
Priest’s forehead.
Wearing the frontplate –
: In the Jerusalem Talmud,
there is an amoraic dispute whether the High Priest wore the
frontplate every day or only on Shabbat and Festivals. That
dispute is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon,
not it is on the High Priest’s forehead.

Apparently, the frontplate gains forgiveness only for the sin of
prohibition in
cases involving
.
the opinion
of Rav Sheshet, who said that the prohibition of impurity is over
ridden in cases involving the public, as the
clearly states
Rav Sheshet, the question of whether the prohibition of impurity
is the
subject of a dispute between tanna’im, as it was taught in a
the High
forehead or whether it is not on
forehead
the statement of
Rabbi Shimon.
Rabbi Yehuda says: As long as it is on his forehead
if it is no longer on his
. Rabbi Shimon said to
case of
the High Priest on Yom Kippur can prove that your statement is
incorrect, as
linen garments the frontplate is no longer on his forehead, and it
still
Rabbi Yehuda said to him: Leave the case of the High Priest on
Yom Kippur, as the atonement of the frontplate is unnecessary
because the prohibition of performing the Temple service in imcases involving the
Learn by inferthat Rabbi Shimon holds that impurity is overridden in
cases involving
and that is why the atonement of the
cited above

Front and back view of the High Priest wearing the frontplate
Doesn’t he need to sleep –
: Some commentaries prove from this statement that the High Priest was permitted to wear the frontplate even when he was not in the Temple
or engaged in Temple service. If that were not the case, the
leave the Temple? Similarly, why doesn’t Rabbi Shimon cite
support for his opinion that the frontplate was not perpetually
on the High Priest’s forehead from the case of Yom Kippur,
when he obviously does not have the frontplate on his forehead? Perhaps Yom Kippur is an exception, as the High Priest

which here means whenever the High Priest is commanded to
have the frontplate of his forehead (
; Ohel Moshe).

Abaye said:
where the
frontplate broke, everyone, including Rabbi Shimon, agrees that
the frontplate no longer
is in a case where the frontplate is not on his forehead but is hanging on a peg. Rabbi Yehuda holds
on the forehead of Aaron and Aaron shall gain forgiveness for
the frontplate atones for sin as long as it is on his forehead.
And Rabbi Shimon holds that emphasis should be placed on the
be always upon his forehead that they
may
d before the Lord.” From this, Rabbi Shimon
the word always
plate must always be on

what is the meaning of
If we say that it means that the front
forehead,
Doesn’t he need to enter the bathroom,

Similarly, doesn’t he need to sleep, at which time he removes the
Rather, it means that the frontplate always
whether or not it is on his forehead.

Which was exempted from its general prohibition in cases
involving the public –
: The frontplate

: The Rambam rules in accordance with the opinion of

when it is in place on the High Priest’s forehead. This is consistent with the principle that the
is ruled in accorof impurity whose prohibition is overridden in matters involv- dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in disputes with Rabbi
Shimon. Although the Rambam ruled in accordance with the
(Rambam
opinion of Rabbi Shimon with regard to impurity in cases
involving the public, the two disputes are not linked (Rambam
Kesef Mishne there).

And according to Rabbi Yehuda as well, isn’t it
Clearly it does not mean that the frontplate must
“Always,”
teaches that the High Priest must always be aware that the frontplate
is on his head, and
from it.
is
the statement of Rabba bar Rav Huna, as
Rabba bar Rav Huna said
the
on his head and on his arm
to maintain aware
an a fortiori
inference from the frontplate:

A person must touch the phylacteries on his head –
: A person must frequently touch his
phylacteries to maintain perpetual awareness of their presence. One need not do so during prayer (
).
With regard to what length of time constitutes a lapse of
awareness, one may rely on the statements of Rabbeinu
Yona and the Rosh that only idle conversation and the like
constitute a lapse of awareness with regard to phylacteries
(

Just as with regard to
only one mention
the Torah said:
be always upon his forehead,” teaching that
with
regard to
name in their four passages from the Torah, all the more so one
may not be distracted from them.
And according to Rabbi Shimon, who says that
frontplate
forehead, isn’t it also
forgiveness”?
verse
where the High Priest should position the frontplate, not
And according to Rabbi Yehuda, from where
does he derive the halakha to establish
on the
He derives it from
“On his forehead.”
And
Rabbi Shimon, too, let him derive the placement of the frontplate
“On his forehead.”
Yes, it is indeed
so;
Rather,
“On his
and shall gain forgiveness,” what does Rabbi Shimon

do with
have said to you:
on the
placement on the
in

case

; that

placement

a case where the frontplate broke,

And according to Rabbi Yehuda, from where
does he derive the ruling that in a case where the frontplate broke
He derives it
from the fact that the Torah did not say forehead, and instead
said his forehead,
High Priest. And Rabbi Shimon does not learn anything from the
forehead and his forehead.

All the more so –
: See Tosafot, who challenge this a fortiori inference. In Sefer Yere’im it is explained that
the purpose of touching the phylacteries is to be constantly
aware of them lest they fall and be trampled, in which case
their leather casing would not protect them. That resolves the
question asked by Tosafot as well.

that even with regard to actions that are not obligatory, if the
action cannot be performed at all, failure to perform that action only when it is on the High Priest’s forehead, and a broken
invalidates the matter. Here, according to Rabbi Shimon, the frontplate cannot be worn. Some commentaries suggest that
- the Gemara is asking how Rabbi Yehuda knows that the verse
is teaching the position of the frontplate, and not that the
(Rav Shmuel Strashun).
frontplate must be whole. If he derives that it must be whole,
From where does he derive the ruling that in a case where Rabbi Yehuda is left without a source to teach that the frontplate must be on the High Priest’s forehead (Tosafot Yeshanim;
: This statement is seen as the principal source for Rabbi Zeira’s
:
; Tosefot HaRosh).

Sprinkling on the High Priest for Yom Kippur –
:
on the High Priest on the third and seventh days of his sequestering prior to Yom Kippur, unless one of those days is
Shabbat. The Rambam rules in accordance with the opinions
(Rambam
and Kesef Mishne there).
Sprinkling on the priest who burns the red heifer –
:
water on the priest who burns the heifer on the third and
seventh days of his seven-day sequestering, lest he became
impure with impurity imparted by a corpse. This is a stringency instituted for the red heifer ceremony. The Rambam
did not rule in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei,
as it was an individual opinion against Rabbi Meir and Rabbi
Kesef Mishne;
Rambam
Immersion at its appointed time –
: A woman
immersing after the conclusion of the seven clean days following her menstrual period is obligated to immerse at the
appointed time if her husband is in town, in order to enable
there is no obligation to immerse at the appointed time
(Torat HaShelamim). The Beit Yosef rules in accordance with
the ruling of Rabbeinu Tam cited in the and the ruling of
Tosafot (
;
, Yoreh De’a

§

Let us say that the dispute between these
tanna’im,
regard to a case of impurity involving the public, is like the dis
pute between those tanna’im, as it was taught in a
Both
in this
and in that case
of a priest prior to burning the red heifer, on all seven days of
his sequestering one sprinkles upon him
mixed with ashes from all the previous red heifer
that were safeguarded there
the statement
of Rabbi Meir. Since these priests may have become impure with
impurity imparted by a corpse at any point prior to their seques
tering, one sprinkles the water upon them during all seven days,
as there is no certainty which are the third and seventh days.
Rabbi Yosei says: One sprinkles the water upon him only on the
third and seventh days, not on all seven, as sprinkling upon him
deputy High Priest, says: With regard to the
priest who burns the heifer, one sprinkles the water upon him
all seven days. However, with regard to the High Priest on Yom
Kippur, one sprinkles the water upon him only on the third
and seventh days.
What, is it not with regard to this point that
they disagree? Rabbi Meir holds:
impurity is overridden
And Rabbi Yosei holds:

: A person who has a sacred name inscribed on his skin may neither bathe, nor smear oil on his
obligated to immerse, he wraps a reed over the name and
immerses. If he has no reed, he loosens his garments to
avoid an interposition and makes certain not to stand naked
tanna (Rambam

: One who becomes impure with impurity imparted by a corpse must be sprinkled with a mixture of
seventh days before immersing in a ritual bath. The Torah
days; he shall purify himself on the third day and on the
seventh day, and he shall be pure; but if he does not purify
himself on the third day and the seventh day, he shall not
be pure” (Numbers
Sprinkling for Yom Kippur –
: Some commentaries explain that there certainly is no debate with
regard to the High Priest’s purity on Yom Kippur itself, since
all seven days or only on the third and seventh days. The
dispute is with regard to the days of sequestering; Rabbi
Meir maintains that he must be pure during those days as
well (Ohel Moshe).

Reed – : The reed referred to in this context is probably an
umbrella term for objects produced from the papyrus sedge
plant,
L. This plant, which grows in streams
and swamps, was used in various industries. Its outer, harder
section was used in the weaving of mats, while paper was
manufactured from its inner part in ancient Egypt and other
countries. These soft inner parts were also converted into
strips with which objects could be tied, and occasionally as
a bandage for a wound.

days.
And how can you understand
If Rabbi Yosei
holds that impurity imparted by a corpse
cases in
volving
, why do I need sprinkling at all? Rather, it must
be that everyone, i.e., both
, holds that impurity imparted
by a corpse is overridden in cases involving
and that is
why sprinkling is necessary.
And here the
disagree with regard to this
Rabbi
Meir holds: We say that immersion at its appointed time is a
mitzva. Beginning with the moment that an impure person is eli
gible for immersion, whenever he immerses, even if he delays doing
sprinkled as soon as the priest is eligible. Since there is concern that
perhaps the High Priest became impure during the three days prior
to his sequestering, there is an obligation to sprinkle him each day
beginning with day one, since that might be the third day of his
impurity. And Rabbi Yosei holds: We do not say that immersion
at its appointed time is a mitzva, and the same is true with regard
third and seventh days of his impurity.
And does Rabbi Yosei hold that we do not say that immersion at
its appointed time is a mitzva? Wasn’t it taught in a
regard to one who had a sacred name of God
,
he may neither bathe, nor smear oil
nor stand in a
immersion
mitzva happened to present itself to him, he wraps a reed over
and then
allowing the water
to penetrate so that there will be no interposition between him and
the water. Rabbi Yosei says: Actually,
in his usual manner, and he need not wrap a reed over the name,
provided that he does not rub the spot and erase the name.

And we maintain that it is with regard to the issue of whether immersion at the appointed time is
tanna holds: We do not say that immersion at its appointed
time is a mitzva.
ing the immersion. And Rabbi Yosei holds: We say that immersion
at its appointed time is a mitzva.
immersion until he procures a reed but must immerse immediately.
on whether or not immersion on time is a mitzva. Rather, it must be
that everyone agrees that according to these tanna’im we say that
immersion at its appointed time is a mitzva.
And here they disagree with regard to this
Rabbi Meir
holds: We equate sprinkling with immersion; just as immersion
at its appointed time is a mitzva, so too, sprinkling at its appointed
time is a mitzva. And Rabbi Yosei holds: We do not equate sprinkling with immersion; although immersion at its appointed time is a
mitzva, sprinkling at its appointed time is not.
And with regard to the opinion of
the deputy High Priest, why does he distinguish between sprinkling
If he equates sprinkling with immersion,
all seven days even on the High Priest
If he
does not equate sprinkling with immersion, then even on the priest
who burns the red heifer one would also not
waters all seven days.
Priest, does not equate

High

either case. And with regard to the priest who burns the heifer, the
Sages merely established a higher standard.
stringencies that the Sages instituted with regard to the priest who
performed in purity.
With whose opinion, among the
cited
above, does the following
that
between the priest who burns the heifer and
the High Priest performing the service on Yom Kippur is

that the sequestering of this
for
the purpose of
i.e., to ensure that he appreciates the gravity
ing the Holy of Holies. His brethren, the priests, may
as
the objective of his sequestering is unrelated to any concern of impu
the sequestering of that priest who burns the heifer
is for the purpose of purity, and his brethren, the priests, may not
.
with whose opinion is this
in accordance with the opinion of either Rabbi Meir or Rabbi Yosei.
As, if it were in accordance with the opinion of
deputy High Priest, isn’t there also this
heifer all seven days that he is sequestered, whereas one sprinkles

His brethren, the priests, may not touch him –
:
will burn the heifer, no priests are allowed to touch him,
lest they render him impure (Rambam

Sprinkling is prohibited by rabbinic decree –

§

:

burns the heifer all seven days because those days may be the
third or seventh day of his impurity. Granted, on the
day of
the seven one sprinkles the water, as perhaps it is the third day
of his impurity; and on the
day of the seven one sprinkles
the water, as perhaps it is the third day of his impurity, if he be

case, why is sprinkling prohibited there on Shabbat? Some
explain that several rabbinic decrees are violated in the process of sprinkling, e.g., the sprinkling itself, carrying the water,
and others. Actions that entail violation of multiple decrees
were not permitted in the Temple (
;
Eitan;
).

for the third day; one sprinkles the water, as perhaps that is the
third day of his impurity. By the same token, on the
day one
sprinkles the water, as perhaps that is the seventh day of his
impurity if he became impure two days before he was seques
tered. On the
day one sprinkles the water, as perhaps that
is the seventh day of his impurity if he became impure the day
before he was sequestered. On the seventh day one sprinkles the
water, as perhaps that is the seventh day of his impurity.

Seven days except for the fourth day –

:
bat, precluding the possibility of sprinkling on that day? In
that case, since there was no sprinkling on the third day, there
can be no sprinkling on the seventh, and the High Priest will
not be ritually pure on Yom Kippur. They answer that the
obligation begins on the third day (Tosefot Ri HaLavan).

Balvatei –
: From the Greek
meaning councilman of the city or senator.

,

the

However, on the fourth
why do I
require
the possibility
that it may be the third day of his impurity
since he has already been sequestered for three days, nor with
regard to the possibility that it may be the seventh day of his
impurity is there
as even if it were, sprinkling would

,

by sprinkling the water on the priest on the fourth day.
And according to your reasoning, is there
ever sprinkling on the priest all seven
Don’t we maintain
that sprinkling is prohibited by
e issued to en
hance the character of Shabbat as a day of rest, and therefore,
sprinkling does not override Shabbat. Rather, what have you
to say? When it was instituted to sprinkle the water on the priest,
it was for seven days
Here too, say that
sprinkling is performed for seven days
the fourth day
of sequestering.
with regard to the High Priest on Yom
Kippur, where the
period is
on the determination of the
month, for that
reason it is required to remove the High Priest from his home
on the third of Tishrei, and
on a weekday, we remove him
both on the fourth day of his sequestering and on Shabbat, no
sprinkling is performed. However, with regard to the priest who
burns the heifer, where
day period is dependent on us, we remove him from his home
on the fourth day of the week, Wednesday, so that the fourth
day of his sequestering will
kling will not be performed only one day of the seven, as the day
on which sprinkling is prohibited will coincide with the day on
which sprinkling is unnecessary.

§ Having discussed the obligation to sequester the High Priest
to the
Chamber of Parhedrin. It was taught in a
that Rabbi
Yehuda
And was it called the Chamber of Parhedrin, the
Wasn’t it called the
Chamber of Balvatei, the chamber for ministers and council

Sprinkling does not override Shabbat –

:

rabbinic decree issued to enhance the character of Shabbat
as a day of rest. Consequently, the performance of sprinkling

not override Shabbat. The priest who burned the heifer was
therefore sequestered on a Wednesday so that the fourth day
of his separation would coincide with Shabbat (Rambam Sefer

Rather, initially, during the era of Shimon HaTzaddik and his
colleagues, who were rewarded with long lives due to their righ
teousness,
Balvatei, a term
Priest.
people were giving money in order to
be appointed to the High Priesthood,
unworthy individuals. Due to their wickedness, they did not sur
vive the year, and they were
every twelve months like
the parhedrin
twelve months.
disparagingly the Chamber of Parhedrin. Since the High Priest was replaced every year, the new
elaborate tastes.
Apropos the Parhedrin chamber, the Gemara discusses a related
halakha. We learned in a mishna there in tractate Demai
regard to doubtfully tithed produce, i.e., produce purchased from
an am
with regard to whom there is uncertainty whether
or not he tithed the produce, the Sages required bakers to separate only teruma of the tithe,
the produce that is given to the priests, and
, separated from
the dough and given to priests.
Granted, teruma gedola, which is equal to ap
need not
taught in a

Replaced every twelve months –
: Rashi and other commentaries explain that it was
the chamber that was replaced annually, as the High Priests
and power.
Teruma of the tithe –
: Tosafot
the
attempt to sell the
of the tithe rather
than give it to the priests? After all, although an Israelite may
not eat it, the priest cannot prove that it is his. Rashi and Tosafot
explain that this is not a concern because it is a minuscule
amount of produce. In his commentary on tractate Sota
Rashi writes that since such a sale is forbidden, the concern is
that the
a buyer, and he might later forget that it is forbidden and
come to eat it.

as it was

priest. That is

of the tithe, whose legal status is that of

Levite and is not sacred.
The owner of the grain must separate an additional tithe
from the crop, which he must bring to Jerusalem and eat
years of the seven-year Sabbatical cycle, poor man’s tithe is
separated instead of second tithe. It is given to the poor, and
When one buys produce from an
, who is not
meticulous in separating tithes, the concern arises that the
seller did not tithe his produce, and it assumes the legal status

but need not give it to a Levite. Since the tithe has no sanctity,
the purchaser may keep it, because the burden of proof is
incumbent upon the claimant and the Levite cannot prove
Separating terumot and doubtfully tithed produce –
unequivocally that the produce was not tithed. However, the
of the tithe, which is sacred,
: When one separates
and tithes from pro- purchaser must separate
duce from which it is certain those gifts were not yet separated, and give it to a priest.
he does so in the following manner. First he separates
Second tithe is also separated from doubtfully tithed produce and taken to Jerusalem and eaten there. Poor man’s tithe
more or less than that amount. The
is sacred and an is likewise separated, but its legal status is identical to that

separates one tenth, a tithe from the tithe, and gives it to a

certain circumstances, e.g., with regard to bakers, the Sages
ruled leniently in the matter of doubtfully tithed produce.

Appointed for twelve months –

: The
-

e.g., the selection of senators, and when the appointments
would extort from the community during their brief period in

prices. These were a special category of

.

Teruma of bakers –
: In the case of doubtfully tithed produce, the Sages required bakers to separate
only
of the tithe. The baker would separate it in purity
with the
separated from the dough, in accordance with
buyer is obligated to separate all tithes in accordance with the
continuation of the mishna cited here (Rambam Sefer Zera’im,

The people were separating only teruma gedola –
: Some commentaries explain
that the reason that even an
separated
a single grain. Even people who typically treat mitzvot with
Tosefot Ri HaLavan).
The decree to separate tithes –
: The
people were not diligent in the separation of tithes because
one who eats
is punishable by death at the hand of
merely fails
With regard to second tithe let them separate –
: Although it is prohibited ab initio, if one redeems even

the bakers separate second tithe and then redeem it? Some
to second tithe (Tosafot Yeshanim). Others explain that the
problem with that solution is that there may not be a
available when he needs it for redemption (Tosefot HaRosh).
Eighteen High Priests –
: See Tosafot,
where several interpretations of this statement are suggested.
proof from the book of Chronicles for the number of High
Priests, since it is likely that there were other High Priests beyond those listed. One example is Jehoiada the priest, who
crowned King Joash. It is therefore unclear whether the list
includes all the High Priests who served, and one can only rely
on the rabbinic tradition.
: Certain notable High
Priests are not listed here. Among them are Yehoshua ben

because their terms were short (Tosafot Yeshanim) or because
the duration of their service is unknown (Rav Ya’akov Emden).
: It is
unlikely that all these High Priests were removed from their
position while alive. Josephus claims that only three High
Priests were forced from their positions (Tosefot Ri HaLavan).

The decree concerning doubtfully tithed produce –
:
covered that while the people observed the obligation to
separate
, they were lax with regard to separatonly those people with the presumptive status of one who
separates tithes could be trusted, while the crops of an am
were suspected to be untithed. Produce purchased
from an
is characterized as doubtfully tithed produce, which is tithed due to that uncertainty (Rambam Sefer

Royal appointees [pursei] –
: From the Greek
eforos, meaning supervisor or appointee.

,

: Multiple sources make it clear that the Geheld the position himself for eighty years. Actually, several
members of the Hasmonean dynasty served as High Priests
during those eighty years.

sent emissaries throughout all the areas located within the borders of
Yisrael to
assess the situation and saw that the people were separating only
teruma gedola
he issued a decree that anyone who purchases produce from an
am
must be concerned about the possibility that it was
not tithed and is required to tithe it. Since even an am
separates
, the bakers who purchased grain from
them were not required to do so.
And granted, bakers need not separate
tithe
and the pauper, respectively. Since with regard to doubtfully
ally required to tithe it, if the Levite or the pauper should seek to
produce was not tithed. However, with regard to
Let them separate
the produce, take it up to Jerusalem, and eat it in Jerusalem,
which is the halakha with regard to anyone else who purchases
doubtfully tithed produce.
Ulla said:
parhedrin, government appointees,
beat the bakers throughout the entire twelve months of their
tenure and tell them: Sell your baked goods
them
ing their prices, the Sages did not further burden them with the
exertion of separating second tithe from a large quantity of grain
and taking it to Jerusalem, as they would be unable to raise their
prices to cover the cost of the lost grain and the trip to Jerusalem.
Since the presumptive status of the grain is that it was tithed, and
the obligation to tithe doubtfully tithed produce is a stringency,
the Sages exempted the baker from the obligation to do so. What
is the meaning of parhedrin?
pursei]

§ Apropos the Second Temple period, when High Priests were

frequently replaced, the Gemara cites that
said that
the meaning of that
the years of

Lord prolongs days; that is a reference to the First Temple,
for four hundred and ten years and in which only
eighteen High Priests served,
genealogy of the priests in the Bible.
But the years of the
is a reference
to the
for four hundred and twenty years and in which over three hundred High Priests served.
the
of four hundred and twenty years forty years that Shimon
HaTzaddik served, and eighty years
Priest served, ten years that Yishmael ben Pavi served, and
some say eleven years
served.
go out and
point forward
one of the remain
ing High Priests
year
as the num
ber of remaining High Priests is greater than the number of years
remaining.

§ Apropos the sins of the High Priests in the Second Temple,

the Gemara cites that
to what reason was the Tabernacle in Shiloh destroyed in
due to the
fact
that existed in the Taber
of
-

was very old and he heard what his sons
were doing to all of Israel, how they lay with the women
of Meeting”
And although Rabbi Shmuel
said that
that the
sons of Eli sinned by engaging in forbidden sexual relations
is nothing other than mistaken, even according to the alter
native interpretation of the verse that it was due to the fact

Shiloh –
: When the Jewish people entered Eretz Yisrael,
they erected the Tabernacle in Gilgal. It was later moved to

Tel Shiloh, believed to be the site of ancient Shiloh

Ruins at Tel Shiloh

that they deferred

their

by
: Even though technically a woman after childbirth is
permitted to have conjugal relations with her husband even

them as if they lay with them.

of the time were particularly stringent and accepted upon

ment of the mitzva of procreation. Even though, according to
severity to their conduct.
degradation
was made burned, the priest’s
roast for the priest, for he will not take
to him:
then he would say
very great, for the men treated the

the Lord was

§

continues with a discussion of the sins of the
Due to what reason
was the First Temple destroyed?
due to
the fact that there were three
that existed in the
Idol worship, forbidden
short

mehistare’a], and the cover is too

Me’iri). By preventing a woman from returning
to her husband, they interfered with the relationship between
husband and wife, which is tantamount to having relations
with her. Some explain that since the sons of Eli detained the
women, the women were forced to stay overnight and to sleep
in the Tabernacle. When it says that they lay with the women,
it means they slept in the same place as the women (Rabbi
Yoshiya Pinto).
The bed is too short –
: Why does the Gemara
cite this verse, which requires interpretation, rather than any
number of verses that testify to the existence of idolatry during
the First Temple era? Perhaps it is because this verse explicitly
expresses that the prophet was insistent about this sin (Tosefot
Ri HaLavan). Alternatively, perhaps this verse was cited because it is an opportunity to teach a favored interpretation to
it (
).

